Recent signs of increasing agricultural production in a number of countries in sub-Saharan Africa are by some commentators connected to local level differentiation. This paper discusses such interpretations using household level longitudinal data from smallholder households in eight African countries for the period between 2002 and 2008. The use of a mixed methods social science approach complements traditional economic approaches through adding a spatial perspective. Pro-poor agricultural growth so far is concentrated to particular villages, where it is highly inclusive. The policy challenge remains to devise strategies that can enhance growth also in marginal areas.
INTRODUCTION
Since the turn of the millennium renewed political interest in African agriculture has resulted in a number of national initiatives seeking to enhance the role of the smallholder sector as a driver of broad based poverty reduction and growth. The devotion of the World Development Report in 2008 to the topic of Agriculture for Development (World Bank, 2007 ) signaled a turnaround also in donor circles, with smallholder based growth being increasingly viewed as the foundation of long term poverty reduction and economic transformation in sub-Saharan Africa. A spate of Green Revolution style programs geared towards family farms have sought to democratize growth in the smallholder sector through sometimes vague, but politically appealing strategies of "pro-poor agricultural growth". The latter concept entered the mainstream development discourse in the early 2000s with operational variations tested in different national contexts since then (Dorward, Kydd, Morrison, & Urey, 2004; Minde, Jayne, Crawford, Ariga, & Govereh, 2008; Poulton & Dorward, 2008; Poulton, Kydd, & Dorward, 2006) .
Resting on historical evidence from China and India and a large literature showing the strong linkages and poverty reducing effects of agricultural growth in general (Haggblade, 2007) , practical strategies for pro-poor agricultural growth have tended to vary among countries.
Two main criteria are identified as especially important, however: pro-poor agricultural growth should be inclusive, in the sense of involving the majority of smallholders while the concept presupposes their gradual commercial integration into national and sometimes global value and market chains. An agricultural-led path out of poverty does not occur through the growth of the agricultural sector alone, but requires the growth of "a broad class of smallholder entrepreneurs (Staatz & Dembélé, 2007, p. 3)". The strategies of pro-poor agricultural growth viz. the importance of staples versus non staple crops, the role of the state and at what level market integration should occur are less well defined at least in practice.
The policies for ensuring inclusivity in situations of scarce public resources have also varied with governments targeting regions or smallholder segments to fulfill the pro-poor criteria (Birner & Resnick, 2010; Smale & Jayne, 2010) .
The macro-economic consequences of generally expansive economies in the post-millennial period appear to have been positive for African smallholders at least in some countries, with signs of production increases noted alongside the entry of new groups of smallholders in agricultural markets (Andersson, Djurfeldt, Holmquist, Jirström, & Nasrin, 2011; Andersson Djurfeldt & Djurfeldt, resubmitted, 2012; Haggblade & Hazell, 2010; . Increasing rural differentiation perceived as a local level result of neo-liberal policy and further integration of Africa into the relations of unequal exchange characteristic of global capitalism provide an alternative interpretation of such trends, however (Havnevik, Bryceson, Birgegård, Matondi, & Beyene, 2007; Kay, 2009) . Building on a tradition of studies within the scholarly tradition of rural capitalism, such commentaries, as suggested by Oya (2007) suffer from the lack of longitudinal data upon which to draw robust conclusions over time, however.
While the latter is readily available in the mainstream economics literature, documenting for instance reductions in average land sizes (Jayne, Mather, & Mghenyi, 2006) as well as promising productivity increases (Haggblade & Hazell, 2010) , the perspective is often sectorial rather than spatial: differentiation among smallholders in terms of income and land sizes are treated at the national rather than the local or regional level. Contextualizing growth (whether pro-poor or not) is necessary given highly localized production systems and patterns of commercialization, however. In turn such variation is connected to heterogeneity in terms of geographical and social relationships, differences in rural urban interaction and gender dynamics Andersson Djurfeldt & Djurfeldt, resubmitted, 2012; Wiggins, 2000) .
The following article therefore seeks to add a local level social science based perspective to shed some further light on these patterns. A geographical understanding supplements economic perspectives on agrarian change and agricultural transformation (Binswanger- As suggested initially, the role of agriculture in African development has been at least temporarily reconsidered, following what are usually described as the "lost decades" of the 1980s and 1990s. In this sense, the discussion on whether African agriculture is capable of engendering growth has in practice closed in favor of the proponents of an agricultural led, smallholder based strategy (Diao, Hazell, & Thurlow, 2010; Lipton, 2005) .
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The explanations for this change of focus relate to theoretical as well as political considerations of the poverty reducing capacity of smallholder based agrarian growth. The rise of the concept of pro-poor agricultural growth and the political strategies that have followed in its wake, rest on historical evidence from Asia (Hazell, Poulton, Wiggins, & Dorward, 2010; Rosegrant & Hazell, 2000) that show how large sections of the rural population were lifted out of poverty as part of the Green Revolution. Broad based, poverty reduction through agricultural growth is tied to relatively egalitarian systems of land distribution (Ravallion & Datt, 2002) , highly labor intense production techniques (Heltberg, 1998) and expenditure patterns focusing on local rural non tradable goods Hazell & Roell, 1983) . Given the comparatively equal distribution of land within the African smallholder environment that constitutes the home to the majority of the African poor, improving incomes in this sector through raising productivity and increasing commercialization is perceived as the key to widespread poverty reduction.
Redressing institutional market failures that result in poor producer incentives and lacking consumer confidence are considered particularly vital in the pro-poor agenda (Dorward et al., 2004; Fafchamps & Minten, 2001; Jayne, Zulu, & Nijhoff, 2006) . Participation in output markets are in this sense pivotal, while the ability of an emerging entrepreneurial class to create linkages also to local labor markets through increased demand for agricultural labor are crucial (Tiffen, 2003) .
The view of the agricultural entrepreneur has, however shifted back and forth since the early 1940s. Lewis' (1954) perception of family farming as undercapitalized -the result of savings and investment being undermined by family obligations -shaped the modernist view of African family agriculture in the 1960s and 1970s. The key role of savings as a source of investment and the inability to save in an environment characterized by diffuse but manifold family demands has been considered one of many ills affecting the African rural economy (Hydén, 1983) . The lack of rural entrepreneurs and an institutional environment which penalizes rather than fosters entrepreneurship is perceived as a cause of low productivity in
African smallholder agriculture.
The use of the concept of "entrepreneur" in this case is used to denote a class of enterprising smallholders and hence does not conform to Schumpeter's (1943 Schumpeter's ( (1992 ) view of entrepreneurs as individuals who dramatically transform production systems. Oya (2007) terms this the weak sense of entrepreneurship: "they may be considered rural entrepreneurs insofar as they negotiate spaces of accumulation and access to resources in ways that put them in a privileged position to increase the productivity and profitability of the various activities they perform (p, 460) ."
Among the critics of the pro-poor agricultural growth strategy (Havnevik et al., 2007; Kay, 2009) , the distinction between the elite and the entrepreneurial or rural capitalist class is not clear cut, however. Drawing its intellectual heritage from studies of rural capitalism and class formation (see e.g. Bernstein, 2004; Ponte, 2002; Raikes, 2000) the gradual integration of African smallholders into the global capitalist economy is seen to encourage rural differentiation. Accumulation among the rural capitalist class occurs through the usurping of weaker households' productive resources: either directly through acquiring land or livestock or indirectly through exploiting their labor. This notion of growing polarization has its historical roots in a Leninist view of smallholder dispossession as the starting point for the emergence of large-scale capitalist farming (Larsson, 2001 ).
Such polarization encourages what has been referred to as de-agrarianization or depeasantization: a trend towards differentiation within smallholder agriculture where poorer households are pushed out of agriculture into casual rural nonfarm pursuits or into the urban sector (Bryceson, 1999 (Bryceson, , 2002 Bryceson & Jamal, 1997) . Tied to this process are also issues of cultural and social collapse, such that: "local social norms are breaking down and interhousehold economic differentiation is generating winners and losers who undermine the egalitarian legacy of tribal communities (Havnevik et al., 2007) ". The identification of such tendencies rests on comparing results from cross sectional studies, however. For this reason macro-level presumptions of accelerating processes of depeasantization may need to be reconsidered over time. The strong linkages between rural and urban areas (Andersson, 2011a (Andersson, , 2011b Andersson Djurfeldt & Wambugu, 2011) , recent trends of rural return migration (Potts, 2009) , and increasing prices on staple crops may require a reinterpretation of signs of agrarian differentiation.
In political terms major differences between the pre-and post-millennial periods have at least ostensibly changed the situation for smallholders, with a turnaround in policy priorities towards the smallholder sector since following the Maputo Declaration in 2003.
Operationalized through the political commitment to devote 10 percent of public spending to agriculture and rural development as well as a growing focus on food crops, this shift in some respects represents a more comprehensive approach to agrarian development. The emergence of homegrown agricultural strategies signals a change in regional and national priorities that contrast starkly with the gradual collapse of agricultural policy in the structural adjustment era. Growing state commitment to agriculture has also been successful in moving donor priorities towards agriculture (Holmén & Hydén, 2011) .
At the national level, agrarian policies need to be put into historical context, however. While
Kenyan policies with roots in the post-colonial era have contributed to longstanding smallholder based success in particular sectors such as horticulture and dairy farming (Minot & Ngigi, 2010; Ngigi, Ahmed, Ehui, & Assefa, 2010) ). In the case of Nigeria and Zambia, growth has been influenced also by rising prices on oil and copper. Given such caveats some signs of "re-agrarianization" may be found (Andersson Djurfeldt & Djurfeldt, resubmitted, 2012) . While macro-level examples of agriculturally based successes and production increases (Haggblade & Hazell, 2010) The use of the household as a unit for data collection is in some respects problematic presuming that decision making and control of resources is made on household basis (Chant, 1997; Guyer, 1981; Udry, 1996) . Nonetheless, for comparative reasons, it is necessary to use the same unit of measurement, while collecting data on intra household differentiation among nearly 4000 households was not feasible due to financial and time constraints and possibilities of respondent fatigue. For these reasons the household, as defined by residence, has been used as the data collection unit, with interviews carried out with the farm manager.
Data structure, availability and quality also provide restrictions on the types of analyses that can be carried out. Given the initial interest in intensification, the first survey questionnaire of 2002 prioritized reliability and focused on demographic characteristics, production volumes, agricultural techniques and crop patterns rather than prices and incomes. Data related to the institutional environment for technology adoption was also a crucial component of the first round. In the second round (2008) Although I am aware of the potential role of the rural nonfarm economy both as a source of income differentiation as well as growth, the present paper for a number of reasons concerns farm entrepreneurs. The primary reason for this is that the focus of the paper is agricultural growth processes, with processes of transformation and pluriactivity having already been covered in another publication (see Andersson Djurfeldt & Djurfeldt, resubmitted, 2012) . The link to the nonfarm sector among farm entrepreneurs is controlled for both in the descriptive treatment of the data as well as in the statistical models, however. To enable a comparison between farm based entrepreneurship and the broad group of smallholders, the dataset that is used is a sub-set of the panel, excluding the households who are defined as nonfarm entrepreneurs. This is necessary to avoid comparing farm entrepreneurs with a heterogeneous With respect to productive resources and productivity enhancing technology, a number of characteristics unite the entrepreneurs: they are households who drawing on a family tradition of using seed fertilizer technology on grains have increased their use of irrigation, while also increasing their livestock assets and total cultivated land size.
EXPLANATIONS FOR ENTREPRENEURIAL SUCCESS
The many risks associated with a livelihood affected not only by market fluctuations, but perhaps especially weather-related risks, have long been established as motives for diversifying both crop patterns and income sources (Ellis, 1998; Ellis, 2005; Reardon, Berdegué, Barrett, & Stamoulis, 2007) . In the context of production systems and consumption patterns that rely a great deal on self-provisioning, ensuring food security enables households to avoid the major risk of not being able to feed their families. By implication therefore the foundation of entrepreneurship may be food security attained either through the market or through self-provisioning, which in turn transforms seasonality into a potential source of profit rather than hunger.
(a) Avoiding food security risks
As shown earlier (Andersson, 2002 (Andersson, , 2011a (Andersson, , 2011b Andersson Djurfeldt & Wambugu, 2011) , the consumption burden of households may fall outside the co- As is to be expected entrepreneurs have much higher cash incomes, with an average annual household cash income of 783 USD compared with 353 USD for the non-entrepreneurs. More surprising is the composition of cash income among the groups, since it is largely similar. The exception is the share of income sourced from sale of non food cash crops and other food crops, which are higher among the entrepreneur households (see Table 2 ). The diversification tendencies in the direction of increased nonfarm activities noted by Havnevik et al. (2007) who argue that as much as 60-80 percent of cash income is sourced outside agriculture are not evident in the sample. The share of nonfarm incomes adheres closely to figures of between 30-40 percent reported in other sources however, with both groups having similar nonfarm profiles. The exception here is cash remittances from relatives and to some extent also work on other peoples' farms the income share from which was larger among non-entrepreneurs.
TABLE 2 HERE
Entrepreneurial strategies to the extent that they exist appear therefore to be connected to three key components: firstly raising land productivity over the long term through inputs such as fertilizer and more recently through irrigation, secondly, attaining food security (and here the causality is difficult to determine, but may be related to higher grain production as a result of increased use of fertilizer technology for grains especially) and lastly diversification of income sources within rather than outside agriculture.
The excerpt below presents an entrepreneur in Malawi who is in some respects emblematic of this group of farmers.
Interview with a Malawian entrepreneur, July 2008
The respondent is a young man in his early thirties. Altogether he has 3.5 acres of farmland. As suggested by the respondent, food security had been achieved for the family, while diversification was occurring largely into non grain staples. Maize was grown mainly to provide for own consumption and raising income for hiring labor. Re-agrarianization had occurred through leaving the nonfarm sector to engage full time in agricultural production and commercialization. While the experiences of the respondent points to the positive consequences of increasing commercialization for the individual household, the question remains to what extent such patterns are occurring at the expense of weaker households.
ARE THESE PROCESSES OF PRO-POOR AGRICULTURAL GROWTH?
Cross Table 3 .
TABLE 3 HERE (a) Saved throughout, commercialization and accumulation
The results both confirm and refute the findings presented in the descriptive analysis. More recent patterns of saving divert from the processes outlined above in a number of ways.
In part this appears to be related to different production systems to which new sources of commercialization have been added during the period. Whereas households that had saved throughout participated in a range of markets already in 2002, for households that have started to save earlier market participation is connected to two markets only: non grain staples and non food cash crops. Having sold these products in 2002 is strongly associated with having started to save when compared with the reference category. The relative risk of having started to save roughly doubled in the case of non food cash crops and was 198 percent higher for households who had sold non grain staples in 2002.
Entry into a number of agricultural markets since 2002 is connected with having started to save. The growing role of non staple food crops is strongly relevant also for new patterns of saving, while having entered the market for animal products has the single strongest association with starting to save. The relative risk of having started to save for these households is 2.69 times higher than for households in the reference category. The role of market dynamics for animal products as a source of improved incomes is a reminder of the importance of viewing smallholder farms as integrated livestock and crop production units.
Increased commercialization in cash crops between 2002 and 2008 more than doubled the relative risk of starting to save, while grain played a smaller role with increased sale of grains raising the relative risk by 167 percent (both significant at the 1% level).
A minor contrast with the households that saved throughout emerges in the distributional profiles of the households who had started to save: being a household whose expenditure on food or medicine was the largest item of expenditure was not negatively associated with having started to save. This suggests that newer patterns of saving may be more broad based, in the sense that they do not exclude the poor. The model does show a tendency towards accumulation in livestock units but such findings may be related especially to restocking measures in Zambia following outbreaks of rinderpest in the early 2000s and therefore need not be signs of accumulation as such. While elite status is again positively connected to having started to save, the association is weaker than for the households who had saved throughout and the level of statistical significance is also lower.
(c) Nonfarm diversification and accumulation
As suggested above, one of the leitmotifs of Leninist and neo-Leninist interpretations of smallholder production relations is the notion that growth in the family farming sector polarizes productive resources. More recently literature on the rural nonfarm economy has suggested that more broad based diversification out of the farm sector may occur locally when agricultural productivity rises . The results from the model do not provide evidence for the latter processes, however: farm entrepreneurs are diversifying within rather than outside agriculture, with increased ability to save not being connected to diversifying into nonfarm income sources. Having saved throughout is negatively associated with nonfarm diversification, supporting earlier work on mobility between farm and nonfarm activities that points to a return from the nonfarm sector into the farm sector between 2002 and 2008 (Andersson Djurfeldt & Djurfeldt, resubmitted, 2012) .
In terms of polarization a number of variables are significant in the model: the negative association between poor households and having saved throughout comes out, while having stopped saving is also negatively associated with being a poor household. This pattern is The results on household level characteristics associated with saving behavior therefore are inconclusive: using a modeling strategy only gets us halfway in dealing with the question posed initially in this paper: is growth occurring at the expense of weaker households or can such patterns be described as pro-poor at the village level?
IS ENTREPRENEURIAL GROWTH OCCURRING AT THE EXPENSE OF WEAKER HOUSEHOLDS?
I will return to this question through discussing village level dynamics of inclusivity and exclusivity, which point to patterns of spatial as well as individual marginalization. Those households who were defined as farm entrepreneurs (old and new) are strongly concentrated in a minority of villages: nineteen villages contained nearly half the entrepreneurs in the sample, whereas five villages contained no entrepreneurs at all. This is an effect of the new entrepreneurs especially being found in a small number of villages, as outlined above.
Moreover, in sixteen villages, half or more of the panel population belonged to the farm entrepreneur category. In these villages, hence superficially at least, both old and new growth appears to be broad based.
Since my interest is in analyzing the distributional aspects of agricultural growth for the village population as a whole the nonfarm entrepreneurs will now be returned to the sample.
Once again savings 13 are used to discuss the inclusivity of these patterns, dividing the panel population by village between (a) households who were able to save in 2008 (covering all four types of entrepreneurs as defined above) and (b) those households who were not able to save -that is they had been able to save in neither year or had discontinued saving since 2002. Although savings ability on average had improved in all these villages, the net improvement Supply Program had made fertilizer more affordable both for maize and tobacco, soybeans require no fertilizer and therefore represented an attractive alternative to these crops.
Similarly, growth in Munsakamba appears to be connected to new opportunities in vegetables and gardening adding to traditional patterns of commercialization in maize.
The rest of the villages reflect more mobility in terms of savings and here the two villages in Ghana, stand out with high mobility both in and out of savings. Qualitative interviews carried out in 2011 suggest that the explanation for such mobility may be tied to institutional specificities related to customary land tenure systems, which have circumscribed land rights among migrant populations for the past century. Such findings concur with literature that has questioned the equity of Ghanaian customary land tenure systems on a variety of grounds related to gender, age and ethnicity (Amanor, 2010; Amanor & Ubink, 2008; Boni, 2008; Grischow, 2008) . In the Eastern Region, sharecropping arrangements between migrant ethnic groups and the clan heads of the villages (often absentee landowners) mean that half of the produce is paid as rent to the owner. This enhances the susceptibility to boom and bust cycles in agriculture as a large share of income is devoted to rent.
CONCLUSION: ARE WE SEEING THE EMERGENCE OF AN ENTREPRENEURIAL CLASS?
Let us now return to the question initially posed at the beginning of this article -are we seeing the emergence of an entrepreneurial class, or indeed a manifestation of pro-poor agricultural growth?
On the basis both of the descriptive statistics as well as the statistical model, processes of propoor agricultural growth appear to be occurring among the panel households. While the models provide mixed evidence for the inclusivity of these processes, the spatial concentration and variation of these dynamics suggest the need for situating such changes in the village context. Formulating pro-poor agricultural policies that are genuinely inclusive as well as commercially driven requires spatial creativity. In turn this suggests identifying geographically generalizable components for dealing with smallholder insecurity (food security improvements and technology transfers) while dealing with the geographical specificities of local production systems, ecology and culture that characterize marginal areas.
Importantly processes of declining incomes and rising poverty may be occurring that are similarly spatially concentrated, although they have not been the subject of this article. Study of localized processes -whether of growth or decline -holds the possibility of shedding further light on the spatial and distributional aspects of smallholder based agrarian development.
3 A detailed account of sampling strategies and project methodology as well as attrition analysis between the two rounds can be found in Djurfeldt, Aryeetey, Isinika (2011) . 4 In the case of Nigeria a very large number of villages was originally sampled with few respondents in each village, therefore the data from Nigeria is treated on regional basis in the discussion. In total this gives sixty villages and two regions. 6 The data on saving derive from one question on whether the household is normally able to save some money. Hence saving in livestock for instance is excluded from this category, although increases in livestock units have been added to consider accumulation in the models.
Decreases in consumption related to increases in savings are captured in the models indirectly through distress indicators related to expenditure patterns on health and food. 7 Rounding errors mean that the figures do not add up to 100 percent. 
